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Sir: 



In response to the PTO communication dated October 22, 2004, indicating that the Response 
filed August 30, 2004, is non-responsive to the Election of Species Requirement mailed July 28, 
2004, the following is provided. 

Because claims 1-4 and 9-17 are each directed to the embodiment represented by Figs. 9(a) 
and 9(b) (i.e. a single species), it is respectfully submitted that the Response filed August 30, 2004 
is fully responsive. In any event, Applicants by their undersigned representative, hereby elect the 
invention of Species 1 , 2, 3 and 7 as identified by the Examiner in the Office Action mailed July 28, 
2004. Claims 1-4 and 9-17 are believed to be readable on these species. The following is an 
explanation as to why Applicants should be entitled to elect the claims corresponding to Species 1 , 
2, 3 and 7 as identified above. 

Claim 2 corresponds to Species 1 as identified by the Examiner, and since claim 2 is 
dependent on claim 1, claim 1 is entitled to examination along with claim 2. Claim 4 includes the 
subject matter of claim 2 and thus is entitled to examination along with claim 2. Claim 4 also includes 
an additional limitation of a sensor for detecting failure of a substrate outside of the substrate holding 
member, and thus, any other claim reciting only this additional limitation is entitled to examination 
along with claim 4. Claim 3 recites only this additional limitation, and accordingly, claim 3 is entitled 



to examination along with claim 4. Claims 9 and 12 corresponds to Species 7 as identified by the 
Examiner, which is of a different category than is Species 1-3, whereby Applicants are entitled to 
examination of claims 9 and 12. Similarly, claim 1 0 is not of the same category as that of species 1 -3 
or 7, and accordingly, claim 1 0 is entitled to examination. Claim 1 1 broadly recites two of the sensors 
as recited in claims 1 -4, whereby claim 1 1 is entitled to examination. Claims 13-17 recite sensors as 
recited in claims 1-4, and thus claims 13-17 are entitled to examination. 

Having made the required election, a full examination on the merits of the elected invention 
is hereby requested. 

If the Examiner has any questions with regard to the species and claims elected by Applicants, 
then the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Applicants' undersigned representative via 
telephone so as to resolve any issues. 
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Koji ONO et al. 
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